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BeforeHOLLAND, JACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 13" day of April 2012, upon consideration of the afgels opening
brief and the State’s motion to affirm, it appei@rghe Court that:

(1) The defendant-appellant, Terrance Williamigdfithis appeal from the
Superior Court’'s sentence for a violation of pramat(VOP). The State of
Delaware has filed a motion to affirm the judgmbatow on the ground that it is
manifest on the face of Williams’ opening brief tthas appeal is without merit.

We agree and affirm.



(2) The record reflects that Williams pled guilty October 2011 to one
count of Possession of a Deadly Weapon by a Pd?somibited> The Superior
Court sentenced Williams, effective April 1, 201b, eight years at Level V
incarceration, to be suspended immediately for seyears and six months at
Level 1V, to be suspended after four months at Lévdor one year at Level lll
probation. Williams did not appeal. On Novemb8y 2011, Williams was found
in violation of the terms of his probation. Thep8tor Court sentenced him,
effective November 10, 2011, to seven years andethmonths at Level V
Incarceration to be suspended after serving nidags in prison for boot camp,
and upon successful completion of boot camp thangal of the Level V time is to
be suspended for six months at Level IV supervisatiowed by one year at Level
[l probation. This appeal followed.

(3) In his opening brief on appeal, Willlams assdhat the prosecutor
presented false and misleading evidence and te&ubperior Court sentenced him
with a closed mind, which is reflected in the extes sentence imposed.

(4) We find no merit to Williams’ contentions. &éVOP hearing, unlike a
criminal trial, the State is only required to prolbg a preponderance of the
evidence that the defendant violated the termssoptobatiorf: A preponderance

of evidence means “some competent evidence” tostmeably satisfy the judge
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that the conduct of the probationer has not beemaaxl as required by the
conditions of probation The record in this case reflects that Williamsnated
to violating his curfew and absconding from Lewéldupervision. The Superior
Court was entitled to rely on these admissions diadnot err in finding that
Williams had violated probation.

(5) Having determined that Willilams had violateds tprobation, the
Superior Court was authorized to impose any peabdhcarceration up to and
including the balance of the Level V time remaintogbe served on the original
sentencé. The Superior Court’s original sentence imposages and a half years
of suspended time. In sentencing him on the V@B, Superior Court imposed
seven years and three months to be suspendediifiams served ninety days in
prison followed by his completion of boot camp. eTéentence was well within
statutory limits, was not excessive, and in no weflects a closed mind by the
sentencing judgg.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgmentttué Superior
Court is AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Jack B. Jacobs
Justice
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